CVotetcbor 2 , 1970 


Dear Gary, 


Ihank ® for Matters of fentember 5 and 20, with .your ooroonts on 
ny draft report on the melon experiments . I am working on a substantial 
rerasaon, and 1 will respond to your specific comments at length later T 
wu.a certainly hare to make much more clear the distinction between what ' 

.ho garment could prove (that the laws of Uewtonian mechanics do not imnlv 
.nat tne bacmarc notion proves the shot cane from the front), and my own ' 

^ ca V easonabl y ^ inferred. Of course , know the difference 
- . eon c nead ana a raeuon; to present a counterargument tc Thompson's case 
one does not need to do a simulation. It is ray considered opinion that there 
S . no o.her xvd evidence of a shot from the front - that is, taking 

into account, the contradictions a*: in the medical evidence, the generally low 


value of eyewitness tes 
have been away from the 


.-i.r-.ony, < 
medical 


That is just my opinion, of 


evidence for some tine. 


and 


..... . ***** tins. ,-j. yon feel otherwi.se 

, would welcome your arrgunents. (/, brief outline would be 100 c! enough? J realize 
you are pressed for tine.) ' J z 

was not aware tho you had hypothesized a. double hit on the basis of the 

as JOU TX,tot out did some time ago. By intention in sending 
out die driu t was to get such information. T wanted to have as much information 
ana oninuon as : 'o;.;n;u;.,e before Alvarez finished his own report of the experiment. 
'"*® 80 many of kfc the responses 1 got involved taking what 3 said 

grossly out of context, and that I apparently gave the impression that I had 
noo Jioughi, about the obvious limitations of the experiment, convince me that 
./ Y° uld ,.f a J a ? st impossible ft to put together a mss reasonably short retort 
nat wou_ri not .,e riad-corted. If this were pjr own work, I would write it up for 
tno critics, but not scar: attempt to get it published, ( artly because it' ft would 
- G distorted and sftsEK misused, partly because if I were to trv to publish 
anything it would he sons of my work on Oswald and the FBI or the like.) This 

is, however, mainly Alvarez* work - certainly his idea - and he thinks it should 
00 m — ■» .. - - 

version makes 
and that it i 


Any ar 


He he submits would be in his as name alone. Unless his 
.oar tne lr.mitati.ons of the work - both in the technical sense, 
“'"one small part of the controversy about the Report - I will 


do think the critics 


is oni' 

stpon^rly cnat it not to 55uts.nitt©d. fox* piihliL c - 2 . t .i on • 

anc. other interested parties should know about the work. 

; f .7^ could dig up the old work on Thompson’s error calculations, etc. 

(wh-cn i nave heard of but never seen), I would appreciate a cony. 

_- ou nay mnt ’ :o reread my zqssx caper to see if 1 roallv do present "different" 
conclusions at different points. For exam ole, on nags 2-4, lines 4-S : read fb e 
whole sentence, not just the part after "although. " Certainly evidence asainst 

<j.n or.jument, sftx against the Commission's case "tend; to support ’ its conclusion. 
Khcl'C could bo 4 'PU 1 .. v_ _ r* . 


the 


ratal shoi 


■eaker than that? ’Hie point of my comments on rage 23 is that' even 
cams from tho rear, no/, xftjdhseaxnissftfc single-assassin theory 


can fee a&fcBK without serious problems. In line 9, page 23, note the two comma: 
. ch aro .not. there . It was certainly my mistake not to seo that this would be 
iuisi eac ; j. will ex certainly change it. L guess I’m too used to writing for 

. "2* UMri Ci*T -i- 


Physical !tei Review letter: 


J V- send In ‘T 2 . c 
that T have not sold 
if you know either o: 


of ±te this letter to Tar old. “ ho :e it will reassure him 
or to Alvarez (a completely ridiculous idea. 


bo tne Al 




.his nature 


. riuieuiou5 ia«a f 

ss), or, more seriously, that I sryjeager to publish evi dance 
adthout considera+ion of its political effect if it is moused. 


Sincerely, 

Aul 



